Introduction
The Anonymus Londiniensis is a Greek literary papyrus 1 of medical content written at a certain point during the last quarter of the first century CE 2 . The 39 preserved columns in the papyrus, containing an average of 49 lines (c. 1920 lines in total), turn the Anonymus Londiniensis into the longest papyrus of its kind to come down to us.
From its discovery to the present the Londiniensis papyrus has been subject to 4 different editions and to several translations into modern languages. Thus, the editio princeps by H. Diels in 1893 would eventually be used by H. Beckh and F. Spät and W. H. S. 2 Manetti (1994) , p. 57. From a paleographical point of view, the way the scribe of Anon. Lond. writes the letter alpha tallies with the typology 16α established for documentary papyri. Cfr. Harrauer (2010) , p. 146. Albeit this sole hint does not unmistakably mean that the Londiniensis papyrus was written at some point in the third quarter of the first century CE, this chronology has been confirmed by way of other comparative arguments. Dorandi (2016), p. 199 . Thus, it has been adduced that the "main hand" on the recto of Anon. Lond. shares many points in common either with the first (m 1 ) or the fourth hand (m 4 ) distinguished in P. Lit. Lond. 108, Brit.Lib. inv. 131 v = MP 3 163 or LDAB 391; that is to say, the papyrus of the later 1 st earlier 2 nd century CE which transmits Aristotle's Ἀθηναίων πολιτεία. Cfr. Manetti (1994), p. 48; Bastianini (1995), pp. 32-3; Cavallo (2008), pp. 57-8; Del Corso (2008), p. 17; , p. CXXVIII.
Jones in their respective translations into German (1896) and into English (1947)
tions of some passages in the Anonymus papyrus by D. Manetti, either in the CPF or in some of her several contributions on the issue at hand, there was no full translation of the text(s) in the Londiniensis into Italian 3 .
But if I said 'text(s)' it is due to the fact that the Londiniensis comprises more than a single writing. As regards "the main writing", the contents on the recto of the papyrus have been generally divided into three different sections 4 . The first one 5 , nosological, consists of a list of definitions of medical concepts about disease. The second section 6 , etiological, recollects the opinions on the causation of disease held by 20 ancient authors 7 , seven of them unattested elsewhere 8 . Furthermore, all the etiological theories reported in the second section neatly fall into two major criteria: first, are set out those opinions attributing disease to the residues of food (περισσώματα) 9 ; and, second, starting with a long paraphrase of the Timaeus 10 , the opinions of the authors who put the causation of disease down to the constitutive elements in the body (στοιχεῖα) 11 .
In the third section 12 , physiological, the scribe addresses some questions concerning the distribution of air and nutrients in the body, before moving on to a discussion on the theory of the emanations.
Apart from this, on the verso of the papyrus there are three more writings, what turns the Anonymus Londiniensis into an opistographic papyrus. This feature alone does not make it unique; what makes the difference is the fact that the different kinds of writing on the verso of the Londiniensis belong to three different hands. The first of such opistographic writings consists of two notes that the scribe of the Londiniensis wrote on the verso in his aim to supplement the argument he was developing on the recto 13 . Second, the verso has also preserved the blurred and tiny traces of some words in a prescription. Third, the verso also bears the rescript of an edict of the emperor Marcus Antonius in which are collected the grants bestowed to a body of (crowned) winners in some kind of sacred games.
The Thesis
Now, having provided a succinct explanation about the main lines of the text under consideration, in what follows I will address the question whether an Aristotelian medical doxography, now lost, ever in fact existed. From this analysis will ensue the thesis that a part of the second section of the Londiniensis papyrus would have been mainly shaped according to an Aristotelian text, whereas the third section of the papyrus 13 The first addition is a supplement to ll. 46 -47 in col. XXV and was written behind cols. XXIII -XXΙV. The second addition supplements ll. 19 -21 in col. XXIV and was written behind cols. XXII -XXΙII. Cfr. Ricciardetto (2016) pp. 185-6. The second major addition can be found in the translation into German but not in the English translation. Both additions were written on the same κόλλημα where the medical prescription was penned. , p. CXIX n. 388. In his former edition of the Anonymus, and somewhat coinciding with Manetti's readings (τούτο(υ) ἐχό(μενα); τ̣ […]χ̣ εχθε̣ ιc()), A. Ricciardetto deciphered the last words in both additions as « τούτου ἐχό(μενα) » and « τ̣ […]χ̣ εχθε̣ ιc() » respectively. Cfr. Manetti (2011), pp. 95-6 and , p. 38. On the 3 rd December 2015 A. Ricciardetto told me with enthusiasm about the new readings he found during his last autopsical examination of the papyrus in London. He was able to make a much better deciphering of the last word in the second addition, thus, he could make π̣ [ροcε]ν̣ εχθε̣ ι ̣ c ̣(α) from the initial τ̣ […]χ̣ εχθε̣ ιc() which unmistakably led him to reveal that the scribe had given a clear deictic, referential, or ostensive meaning to the word προcενεχ̣ θ̣ εῖcα in col. XXIV, 20. Ricciardetto (2016) , p. 66. This new reading cast much more light upon the addition, for now the sentence took on the following sense: 'See inside (scil. of the papyrus) "προcενεχ̣ θ̣ εῖcα" '. After his realization Ricciardetto thought that perhaps the same could be applied to the first addition, and it was in this way that, analogously, he changed the original τούτου ἐχό(μενα) for a more accurate τούτ(ων) ο(ὕτωϲ) ἐχό(ντων) which was an unmistakable reference to Τού]|των οὕτωc ἐχόντ(ων) in col. XXV, 46 -47. , p. 65. In the papyrus the demonstrative Τού]|των is chopped in two by the interlinear addition ⧹[ὅ]τ̣ ι̣ τροφή (ἐcτιν) ἐν τοῖc ἐντέροιc ἔξω βλέπε⧸. Cfr. critical apparatus to l. 46 in Manetti (2011), p. 57. would have relied on a different source. I have found no explicit evidence that such a conjecture might have been formulated in these terms before.
The Londiniensis, a Collage
The Londiniensis is the result of a combination of different texts. The second section (and to some extent perhaps also the third) is doubtlessly drafted on manuals of Cfr. Manetti (1996), p. 295; Manetti (1990) , p. 223 n. 13. The same observation can be found in col. XX, 14 -16 with regard to Petron of Aegina.
Menecrates surnamed Zeus when setting forth in his book Medicine ») 19 . Despite all these mentions of different works, from these hints it does not follow that the scribe necessarily read the books to which he makes reference. Diller. Poschenrieder (1887), pp. 43 -53; Diller (1932 ), pp. 141-3. Cfr. Kudlien (1989 Jouanna (1996) , p. 275. In sum the issue is based on a sharp comparison between Hippocrates Aer. XI [II pp. 50, 9 Li.] and Aph. III, [11] [12] [13] [14] 6 Li.] and Pseudo -Aristotle Pr. I 8 -12, 19, 20. Cfr. Jouanna (1996), pp. 273-4, 281-2. In respect to this comparative research, it is believed that Aer. X furnished the material for Aph. III, 11 -14. Cfr. Roselli (1989) , p. 184. The majority of scholars concerned with the Hippocratic tradition tends to ascribe Aphorisms and Airs, Waters, Places either to Hippocrates or to the members of a group settled on Cos that shared Hippocrates' ideas. Vegetti (1995b) , pp. 45-6 n. 38. It is also remarkable in this sense that almost sixteen fragments in the Προβλήματα seem to depend in the final on a kindred cluster of books in the Epidemics (scil. Epid. II-V-VI). Cfr. Bertier (1989) , pp. 261-2. All this yields definitive evidence of the fact that some writings attributed to Hippocrates were fairly known among the Peripatetics. Paulo, v.11, n.2. p. 120-150, 2017 . DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981 Independently of the fact that many ideas in Aristotle are possibly bound up with some books in the Hippocratic collection, I have to say that, though scarcer, we do have a few reports on a purported Aristotelian medical treatise -in two books -enti- Cfr. Jones (1984) , p. XL. 43 Cols. VI, 42 and VII, 38 respectively. Cfr. Kudlien (1989), p. 358; Nutton (2004) , p. 207. 44 The Anonymus papyrus does not present any other kind of punctuation mark apart from the paragraphos « ___ » and the diple obelismene « ⤚ » (or forked paragraphos). By both signs the scribe intended a clear and plain pause (a trait that sometimes is also stressed by a spatium vacuum), or else a passage from the opinions of a particular author to another. Manetti (2013), pp. 161-2, 175; , p. XXIII. Paulo, v.11, n.2. p. 120-150, 2017 . DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981 Lond. argues in fact that, if we were to believe Aristotle, Hippocrates should be considered as a physician partaking in the views of those who ascribed the causation of disease to the residues; yet, in his eyes, the version that Jouanna (1993), pp. 23, 49; (2012f), pp. 315 n. 3, 320-3; , p. XLIV n. 278; Van der Eijk (2014), pp. 348-9. Aristotle and his heirs, who were in a far better position to know the truth than we are, believed that Hippocrates was not the author of the treatise The Nature of Man and gave credit for it to Polybus. Even when it had later become firmly associated with Hippocrates, Sabinus and Galen himself believed that parts of it were written by another and far more fallible author. To bring back the concern to our present interest, as regards the first objection ( that is, whether the papyrus transmits the title 'The Nature of Man' or not), I should say that in the event that the title 'The Nature of Man' were literally quoted, it would bely what looks to be dominant all through the Londiniensis: the omission of the title of the sources on which the author dwells. Yet, insight into the content immediately 55 Menecrates (cols. XIX, 18 -XX, 1) also argues that the body is created from four elements, two hot (blood and bile) and two cold (breath or pneuma and phlegm). Along with Polybus, Menecrates is the only physician reviewed in the second subsection of the second section of the Anonymus papyrus of whom, in a narrow sense, the scribe clearly states that put the cause of disease to the elements in us. Aristotle (col. V, [35] [36] [37] and the pathological interpretation of pneuma in the Hippocratic treatise Breaths convey the same assumption, that is, massive intake of food in combination with lack of physical exercise, and the intake of too varied kinds of food may both lead to improper digestion. Food in excess brings about an excess of air in the body, be it due to the air inhaled at the same time as eating, or to some extra air that arises from the residues of the undigested food which is eventually added to the extant air in the body. The combination of these two facts is said to block the upper stomach. This blockage generates air bubbles (φῦcαι) that cool down the parts of the body where sanguineous irrigation is major; thereby the whole body becomes excessively cooled, and with it the majority of natural functions become prevented or impeded.
63 Jouanna (2012d) , pp. 126-7. 66 The view in which air is deemed a morbific agent is likely to do with the arrival of Plasmodium falciparum (fifth century BC) in the core of populations that had never been exposed to the parasite of malaria. The Hippocratic assumption whereby air was a morbific agent had terrible consequences because it prevented the necessity of seeking other possible causes beside, namely, human contagion. In the Hippocratic Corpus, contagion is not regarded as possible cause of disease; pestilence or epidemic diseases are attributed to respiration of morbific miasmas carried in the air (νοσηρήν τινα ἀπόκρισιν, inquinamentum aeris). 
4 Some Lexical Notes
So far as the use of an Aristotelian writing is concerned, from now onwards I
should like to draw attention to the terminology that we see in the Anon. Lond. There is cogent proof for asserting beyond doubt that some terminological features in the papy- Paulo, v.11, n.2. p. 120-150, 2017 . DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981 στοιχεῖον and περίττωμα. I will pay special attention to these two last concepts in the light of the stated purpose above. 75 |Φιλιcτίων δ' οἴεται ἐκ δ´ ἰδεῶν cυνεcτά|ναι ἡμᾶc, τοῦτ᾽ (ἔcτιν) ἐκ δ´ cτοιχείων· πυρόc,|ἀέροc, ὕδατοc, γῆc. Transl. Jones (1947) , p. 81. As regards the numerals in ll. 25 -26 (and in the following), the way the scribe writes them is by adding a transversal stroke above; then, for example, the number 4 is not written as δ´ but as δ¯. The same applies to l. 38 in the same column and to cols. XXI, 10; XXII, 54; XXVI, 49; XXVIII, 17, 23, 33, 49; XXIX, 17; ΧΧΧΙ, 33, 47; XXXIII, 3; XXXIII, 3; XXXVIII, 58 etc. 76 Only in the Metaphysics the term is used more than 165 times Cfr. Delatte -Rutten -Govaerts -Denooz (1984), pp. 422-3. 77 In the whole CH the word στοιχεῖον occurs only one time, in Hippocrates Mul. III 230 [VIII p. 444, 4 -5 Li.]: στοιχεῖα δέ σοι ταῦτά ἐστιν. Cfr. Kühn -Fleischer -Alpers (1989) , p. 749. In De mulierum affectibus III the term called into question does not have any ontological or stoichiological signification at all, rather it takes on the meaning of "means, tools, remedies, cures at hand" (scil. to treat barrenness due to the neck of the uterus is either harshened or too oblique so as to allow conception). The content in book De mulierum affectibus III (also known as De sterilitate) is said to be akin to the Coan school, and it is believed that was written by an independent author. Jouanna (1992) , pp. 547-8. In the majority of treatises comprised in the Hippocratic collection what Aristotle would describe as στοιχεῖα is called by means of other concepts or periphrastic forms. Thus, for example, in the Nat. hom. we find concepts like ἑν, ἐνέοντα, ἐνεὸν, ἐόντα, τῶν συγγεγονότων (and the corresponding demonstrative pronouns ταῦτα, τούτων, τὰ αὐτὰ etc.). In Hippocrates Vict. I 2, 3, 7 we see instead the notions of ἀρχή, δυοῖν, μέρη, [VI pp. 468, [8] [9] 472, 13; 480, 11 Li.] . In Vict. I 28 the author makes reference to the generative material by the term τὰ σώματα [VI p. 502, 5 Li.] . In Hum. 1 [V p. 476, 1 Li.] the words used are χυμοὺς, χυμῶν, etc. ISSN 1981 -9471 -FFLCH/USP www.revistas.usp.br/filosofiaantiga J. anc. philos. (Engl. ed.), São Paulo, v.11, n.2. p. 120-150, 2017 . DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981 from the pre-Socratics in which the word στοιχεῖα refers to the principles of which the first physiologists deemed that the world was constituted, and as a matter of fact, the word στοιχεῖα in the sense of 'constitutive element' can be found in the Schwabe (1980) , pp. 62-3. Plato Ti. 48b 3 -c 2: τὴν δὴ πρὸ τῆς οὐρανοῦ γενέσεως πυρὸς ὕδατός τε καὶ ἀέρος καὶ γῆς φύσιν θεατέον αὐτὴν καὶ τὰ πρὸ τούτου πάθη· νῦν γὰρ οὐδείς πω γένεσιν αὐτῶν μεμήνυκεν, ἀλλ' ὡς εἰδόσιν πῦρ ὅτι ποτέ ἐστιν καὶ ἑκαστον αὐτῶν λέγομεν ἀρχὰς αὐτὰ τιθέμενοι στοιχεῖα τοῦ παντός, προσῆκον αὐτοῖς οὐδ' ἂν ὡς ἐν συλλαβῆς εἴδεσιν μόνον εἰκότως ὑπὸ τοῦ καὶ βραχὺ φρονοῦντος ἀπεικασθῆναι, ( « We must gain a view of the real nature of fire and water, air and earth, as it was before the birth of Heaven, and the properties they had before that time; for at present no one has yet declared their generation, but we assume that men know what fire is, and each of these things, and we call them principles and presume that they are elements of the Universe, although in truth the do not so much as deserve to be likened with any likelihood, by the man who has even a grain of sense, to the class of syllables »). Transl. Bury (1961), p. 111. Cfr. also Plato Ti. 54d 6; 55a 8 -b 4; 57c 9; 56b 5; 61a 7. 79 Plato Cra. 424d 3; Tht. 201e -206b, Sph. 252b 3; Plt. 278d 1. Schwabe (1980) , pp. 68-9 n. 36.
Journal of Ancient Philosophy
80 D. Manetti judges the contents of the columns devoted to Plato as appertaining to the Platonic-Academic tradition in a wide sense, and in some way, connected with the medical dogmatic tradition, which traces in turn a line that extends to Herophilus. Cfr. Manetti (2003) , p. 336. 81 Plato Phdr. 269c -272a. The reference is linked to a particular method which Phaedrus endorses as a necessary condition for scientific knowledge. The value of such method resides in the fact of its being applicable to the knowledge of an object (φύσις) whatsoever; and as far as the medical art is concerned, then also to the body. For the variety of meanings that the term φύσις takes on in Plato's dialogues and in this concrete passage cfr. Jouanna (1977), pp. 15-6, 22; (1992), p. 89; (2012f), pp. 325, 328 . What does this method consist of? Many scholars have provided insight into this query looking for the cornerstones of Plato's epistemology. Jouanna (1993) , p. 64. In short, it is agreed that the backbone of the procedure abides in the division or diaeresis (διαίρεσις). The task is basically bound to the decomposition of the body, to divide the body in its different εἴδη, this meaning "typologies" or "kinds". At Phdr. 271a 7 Plato claims that the body is πολυειδές. Such claim raises the question about what did Plato mean by εἴδη in that particular context (presumably something like "type, constitution type, etc."). The method ascribed to Hippocrates is to do with the classification of the different constitution types in order to establish a coherent causal link between such constitutions and the kinds of food or remedies that suit each one the most. Therefore Hippocrates's method in the Phaedrus is neither meteorological nor cosmological, but causal. Jouanna (1977) , pp. 25-6. ISSN 1981 -9471 -FFLCH/USP www.revistas.usp.br/filosofiaantiga J. anc. philos. (Engl. ed.), São Paulo, v.11, n.2. p. 120-150, 2017 . DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981 defines the different kinds of affection (πάθος) in the first section of the papyrus 82 . But of no minor import to the issue at hand, the Aristotelian imprint on the Londiniensis papyrus from a terminological angle, is that cols. XVII, 44 -XVIII, 1 disclose another concern which has to do with the usage of the word περίττωμα to delineate part of would depend on the entire subjectivity of the scribe, or on the placement in the Aristotelian source where the scribe might have found the description of Herodicus's theory of illness.
Besides these arguments of lexical order, it seems to be all the less accidental and the more important to stress that all the authors mentioned in the second section are contemporaries of Aristotle or lived before the 4 th century BC 85 .
From all the points set out above, it is not too far-fetched to affirm that, leaving to one side the many other sources, the contents of the second section of the Londiniensis seem to hinge upon a work with a clear Aristotelian slant.
82 Dorandi (2016) , p. 202 n. 16. I avoid from pronouncing myself about the first section in the papyrus, it suffices to say that I have not found explicit evidence that the first four columns preserved in the Anonymus, those concerning the definitions of πάθος and other terms related to being sized by an affliction, can in point of fact be traced to some known medical work.
83 Nelson (1909) 87 .
To shore up the second part of my general contention, I take up the last reason above as the nub of the argument that follows. Thus, while the theories of the authors that the scribe reviews in the second section of the Londiniensis are almost never criticised, those of the physicians in the third section are thoroughly confounded 88 .
Moreover, the third section brings about a significant change in the model of reference as compared to the second. The scribe introduces the arguments of much later physicians than all the authors reviewed theretofore, and addresses their ideas with a higher level of personal involvement 89 Marganne (2002) , pp. 363-4. The Empirics are credited with touting a revival of the ancient ways in the acquisition of the medical art: this is perhaps the reason why it is almost impossible to distinguish the Ancients from the Empirics at certain points in the scribe's exposition. Cfr. Grmek (1997), p. 92; Marganne (2002) , p. 367. The Empiric school was founded shortly after the death of Herophilus, in a way as a schism in the medical trend that Herophilus led. von , p. 123. The methodology grounding the views of the Empirics could be summed up in the trinomial 'empiria' (αὐτοψία), 'metabasis' (ὁμοίου μετάβασις), and 'history' (ἱστορία). Gourevitch (1993), pp. 128-9 . By definition medical Empiricism sought to minimize logic and argumentation. The Empirics rejected all kind of speculation on the causation of disease, focusing instead on the most proper and effective ways to palliate a disease and recover health. Celsus De medicina I Praef. 38 [Daremberg (1891), p. 7, 3 -4] : quia non intersit quid morbum faciat, sed quid tollat. Cfr. Vegetti (1995a), 73-6; , p. XLVIII. 93 Diels (1893a), pp. 414-5; CPF Aristoteles 37T, p. 348. ISSN 1981 -9471 -FFLCH/USP www.revistas.usp.br/filosofiaantiga J. anc. philos. (Engl. ed.), São Paulo, v.11, n.2. p. 120-150, 2017 . DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981 pearances be described as primary things even if they are not primary" ' 94 . The fact that Galen 95 refers to this sentence, which the scribe attributes to Herophilus 96 , allows us to guess that Galen had access to the Ἀρέσκοντα, and that the Ἀρέσκοντα was the primary source that served as textual basis to both authors, the scribe of the papyrus and Galen.
Returning to the thread of the argument, in the paraphrase on Aristotle's On Sleep and Waking (col. XXIV, 6 -9), the scribe of Anon. Lond. emphasises that Aristotle himself does not boast (ἑαυτὸν ἐπα̣ ι̣ νεῖ) 97 that, in contrast to the rest (scil. of preceding or contemporary physicians), he has attempted to give an explanation for sleeping and waking, whereas the others have solely enquired into the causes of sleep, in complete disregard for those of being awake 98 . As H. Diels well noted in his 94 καθὼc καὶ Ἡρόφιλοc ἐπιcημειοῦ|ται λέγων ο̣ (ὕτωc)· « Λεγέcθω δὲ τὰ φαινόμενα|πρ̣ ω ̣ τα, καὶ εἰ μή (ἐcτι) πρῶτα ». Transl. Von , p. 134 fr. 50a slightly modified. The dictum assigned to Herophilus was first addressed by H. Diels in Diels (1893b), p. 414 n. 1. According to the German philologist this motto could only be explained because of Herophilus's medical Methodism, this being why Diels contended that Herophilus was a Methodist physician. The same sentence is taken back up in Vegetti (1993), p. 90; Manetti (2003) , pp. 336-7; discussed at length in Frede (2011) , pp. 123-32 (I would like to thank the reviewer of this paper for his\her comment on this point); and in Manetti (2013) , p. 174. The sentence is about the phenomena that anatomical dissection brings to light. The scribe makes use of Herophilus's saying in order to underpin a theoretical justification for the classification of the body parts, yet it could also be taken as the first and basic formulation of the principle on which hinges the majority of the arguments the scribe will expound hereafter in the third section. There must be some reasons accounting theoretically (λόγωι θεωρητὰ) for the phenomena, no doubt, but these alone do not suffice nor are they valid enough to provide a full account of worldly phenomena. Wherefore, apart from other possible explanations, it could be an addition resulting from the scribe's free will -an addition that would serve to increase the multiple arguments for the autographical nature of the Anon. Lond.; or else, and I tend more towards this second interpretation, the addition to the Aristotelian text might indicate that the scribe was reading a (now lost) source (i.e. the Ἀρέσκοντα) actually containing such remark.
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totle's claim would be in conflict with the so-called Unihemispheric Slow-wave Sleep observed in many species, including mammals like dolphins. The difference in the explicative paradigms does not permit a straight rejection of Aristotle's view (it must be borne in mind that to Aristotle sleep is mainly to do with the heart, and to a lesser extent, with the brain); but, for our present interest, we should add that modern biology has proved that in some species both, sleep and waking, can take place simultaneously.
